; Anderson and Colberg 1973) .
The emphasis on image has gradually evolved from including only destination attributes to incorporating situational variables, since it was recognized that they were likely to substantially modify preferences based on image. Thus, in 1975 Mayo noted, &dquo;the number of alternatives actually considered may, of course, be limited by virtue of financial, time, or other constraints&dquo; (p. 14) . The inclusion of situational variables that were specific to a tourist's decision-making context reduced the unexplained variance in models and increased the management value of research in this area.
Crompton (1977) suggested a two-stage model to describe a tourist's destination choice process which emphasized the roles of perceived situational variables and image. In his study, destination choice behavior was characterized as being a function of the interaction between perceived constraints such as time, money and travelability, and destination image. He (Fesenmaier 1988; IsoAhola 1980; McCool, Stankey, and Clark 1985) . It has been suggested that individuals integrate their subjective impressions (evaluations) of each attribute in different ways so they have distinctive preferences for alternative sites (Holbrook 1981; Young and Kent 1985) . In other words, the attributes are perceived to be input factors that produce utility (Mercer 1971) . The maximization of utility over all choice alternatives is reported to be the most common decision rule (Corstjens and Gautschi 1983; Peterson, Stynes, Rosenthal, and Dwyer 1985) . Brown and Ross (1982) Woodside and Sherrell (1977) Based upon the awareness set, the second stage consists of identifying an evoked opportunity set of destinations. Evoked set was originally defined by Howard (1963) (1985) . In both of these studies it was reported that the brand which received first mention by respondents was the most preferred and received the highest intention to purchase ratings. Similar findings were reported in the context of tourism by Bronner and de Hoog (1985) .
DEFINING THE CONCEPTS OF FACILITATORS AND INHIBITORS
Multi-item scales were developed to measure three personal and situational dimensions that were consistently reported in the literature as impacting travel decisions. They were need satisfaction, social agreement, and travelability. The conceptualizations which guided selection of the dimensions used in the scale have been reported elsewhere (Um and Crompton 1990 ). The need satisfaction dimension incorporated a set of motivations for travel which included novelty, challenge, relaxation, learning, and curiosity (Crompton 1979 Table 2 . The 17 items were subjected to a factor analysis which confirmed the differentiation of the three dimensions: need satisfaction, social agreement, and travelability. However, it suggested that the need satisfaction dimension could be further specified into active needs, passive needs, and intellectual needs. The total variance explained by the factors was 51%. Details of this factor analysis procedure are reported in Um and Crompton (1991) .
The predictive validity of the multi-item scales was checked by testing for significant differences between scores toward the potential destination which respondents ranked first in their early evoked sets and scores toward the potential destination they ranked last in their early evoked sets in terms of their likelihood of traveling to them. (Roscoe 1975 (Assael 1984; Tuck 1973) . The evolution of a late evoked set and ultimate selection of a destination is a function of the interaction between attitude toward the alternative destinations and situational constraints acting on a potential traveler at the time of the destination selection decision (Hansen 1976) . This is consistent with findings reported in the consumer behavior literature (Belk 1975; Park 1978) , in the tourism literature (Woodside and Lysonski 1989) , and in the recreation choice literature (Harris et 
